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IN RE: lllLiihis Robinson, ii
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Residential Properly
Tax Year200S

INITIAL imç SI}N ;VIF ORDER

Statement of the Case

The subject property is. present v valued a Folk

I Nl VAI .tFF: JMVRQVEMNNl VAI..LE Vt lAl. VAt t I ASSISSNIENT

52211.011 $146800 $366800 1700

An appeal has been flied on behalfofthe property owner with the State Board of

Equalization. The undersigned administrativejudge conducted a hearing in dii; matter on

.1 tine 29. 2111W, in Nah lie, 1 crlnessee. In attendance at the heaTing were Thomas

Robinson, the appellant, and Davidson County Properly Assessors representative

Jason Poling.

LbPIGS 0’ FACT ANt tN’I,USIONS QE LAW

Subject properly consists ofa ‘ingle family residence located at 3616 l’rimbk Road

in Nashville. Tentie>see

the taxpayer contended that subject property should be valued at $270,000, as it was

prior to the 2115 coui it vw ide reappraisal, In suppon of this pos ‘in’’, the Ia pa’ icstilied

that subject property is a rental home that has ne’er been updaied. lie taxpayer iniroduced

several comparable salts lie maintained support a fair market value indication of S2 70,000.

The nsscssor contended that subject properly should he valued at $3232111 I. In

support of thi position, the sales comparison approach "a.’ Liltroduced into cv iderce.

Ihe basis of valuatio,i as stated in Tennessee Code Annotated Section 7--1a is

that [t]he value ofall property shall be ascertained from the evidence of its sound. intrinsic

md immediate value, for purposes ofsa]e between a willing seller and a willing buyer

without ct,nsideration ofspcctj]ati’c ‘aluLs

Aflcr haviri reviewed all the evidence in the case, tile admitustrativejudee finds that

the subject property should he valued at S323,20 in accordance with Mr. PolirIN analysis.

Since the tax payer is appealing from the dctcrniinatioii of the Day idsoji County

Board ofEqua!izatio,i. the hu,tlen ofproofis on the taxpayer. Sec State Board of

Equalization Rule 0600-I -.111 and RI2 Fork Mining ‘o’npni r Te,i,icscc Water Quality

Control Board. 621 *W.2d 515 Tenn. App. 1981.



The administrative judge finds that the fair market value of subject property as of

January 1,2005 constitutes the relevant issue. The adtninistjaiivc judge finds that the

A..sessment Appeals Commission has repeatedly rejcclccl tigumenis based upon the amount

by which an appraisal has increased as a COnseqUence ofreappraisal. For example, the

Commission rejected such an argument in ER. Kfc.ce//. Jr. Shelby County. Tax Years 1991

and 99’ reasoning in pertinent pail ‘ follows:

liii rate of increase in the ascsIl]cnt of the subject
propel-tv since the last reappraisal or even last star niav be
alarming but is not evidence that the va]ue is wrong. It is
conceivable that values may change dramatically for some
properties. even over so short of tænc as a yea

‘File heist evidence ofthe pi-eseimi value of’ a residential
property is ecnerally sales ofpropenies comparable to the
subject, comparable in feamres relevant to value. Perfect
comparability is not required, hut rele’ ant differences should be
explained and accounted for by reasonable adj tsr’ ricmmts. If
evidence of a sue is ,rcsented without die required anal vS is of
comparability, it is difficult or impossihic for us to use the sale
as an indicator of value.

Final Decision and Order at 2.

The adniinistranive judge flnd. that Mr. Robinson s comparable sales cannot provide

a basis of aluation bausc. they wero not adjusted or mearnngfiill’ analyzed. In coiliras!.

time administrative judge finds that tr. Poling’s comrables ‘vern adjusted utilizing

gemicrahi’ accepted appraisal practices.

CRIER

it is therefore ORDERED that the following value and assessineilt be adopted for tax

year 2045:

LAM VALUE IMPROVEMENI VAlUE lt1AI._ ASSESSMENT

S221 1R $1 200 S3 .3. PC SSO,800

It i FIJRI’FIER ORDERW that any applicable hearing costs be assessed pursuant to

Tenn, Code Ann. §o7--l50]d and StateBoardofEqualization RuleO600-1-,l7.

Pursunini to the t:nifonn Administrative Pniectlumes Act. I cii’,. Code Ann. 4-5-

301- .325 ‘I cnn, ode . nn. 7- 5-1501, and the Rules of Col tcstcti Case Procedure of the

State Board Equalization, the parties arc advised ofthe following remedies:

I. A party nay appeal this decision and order to the Assessment Appeals

C’o,llnhissiot pursuant to I cnn. Code Ann. ,7_5_l5Ci and Rule mUll- I -.12

of the CuEncesled Case Procedures of the State Board of Iqualization.

tennessee Code Annotated § 67-5-1.5O1c provides that an appeal must be

flied within thirty 30 days from the date the initial decision is sent."

iLmic O600-l-,l 2 ut tine ‘on’tetcil ae Procedures of the State



i:.quaiizatioii provides that the appeal be filed with the Executivc Secretaty of

the Sr:te Board and that the appeal ‘ide"Iifv the allegedly erroneous

flailings of fact and/or conclu!-ions of law in the initial order": or

I A party may petition for reconsideration of this decision and order pursuant to

lcnn. Code Ann. 4-5-fl7 within fifteen 15 days ofihe entry orthe order.

The petition hr reconsideration must state the specific grounds upon which

relief is requcstecl. The Liii rig of a petit ion Ir reconsideration is not a

prerequisite for seeking administratie or judicial re’ jew: or

A party may petition for a stay of effecti:encss of this decision and oiiier

,tirSLiitii to Teim. Code Ann. 4-5-316 wiE]iri seen 7 days of the eiiIr of

die order.

This order does not become fmal until an official certificate is issued by the

Assessment Appeals Commission. Official certificates arc normally issued seventy-five

7 da a fler tlic citir> iithe initial dcci sion and order if no in lii’ appealed,

l:NTIIRED this 6th day otJul, 2006.

:4 V
MARK J. vfINSK’
ADMINISJ’RAilVl: JUDGI.
TENNESSEE DEPARIMENT OF S lrV[’i
ADMINISERATIVEI PROCEDURES DIVISION

Mr. To i Robinson
Jo Ann North. Assessor ofl’ropcrty
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